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CAPI TAL SUPPORT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

| .  PROGRAM PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR CAPI TAL SUPPORT
A.  Background

I n Decenber 1995, the Departnent submtted its REPORT TO THE
LEG SLATURE ON CAPI TAL SUPPORT PERFORVANCE MEASURES in response
to supplenental report |anguage in the 1995 Budget Act. This
report proposed twelve neasures for evaluating all major capital
outl ay support functions. The budget |anguage stated that the
proposed neasures must provide an accurate neasure of annual
efficiency, provide a consistent basis for year-to-year
conparison, and evaluate both the Departnent’s cost and
tinmeliness in conpleting work.

In the Departnent’s three-tiered schene of neasures, these
twel ve capital support performance neasures are program nmeasures
for the statewi de Capital Qutlay Support (COS) Program Their
relationship to corporate neasures will be described later in
this report.

The purpose of this report is to sunmari ze the status of the
capital outlay support performance neasures, report data for
t hese neasures for the past few years, where available, and
recomend targets, where possible. Mich data is involved in
t hese nmeasures fromthe project |level to the departnment |evel
This report will address the neasures only to the departnent
| evel .

B. Context of Capital Support in the Departnent

Performance Measure #1 of the Report to the Legislature
proposed “pie” charts showi ng PY and doll ar expenditures for the
Departnment’s prograns, the elenments of the H ghways program and
the parts of capital support. This is not a performance neasure
as such, but rather it sets the context for the other neasures.
For the purpose of this sunmary report, a few of these charts are
shown to set the context.

In FY 1995/96, total Caltrans expenditures were $4. 35
billion of which $3.98 billion or 91% were Hi ghways Program
expenditures. The dom nance of the Hi ghways Programis shown in
the follow ng chart:
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Expenditures on the four Caltrans Programs in 1995/96
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O the $3.98 billion in H ghways Program expenditures,
capital support represents $690 million and capital outlay
$1,812 million. The percentages for these and the other
el ements of the H ghways Program are shown bel ow

Expenditures on Highway Program Elements
During 1995/96

Maintenance 12% Capital Support 17%

Operations 3%
Legal Services 1%

Administration 5%
Planning & Research
1%

Local Assistance 12%

State/Local
Partnership 2% Capital Outlay 46%



The percentage breakdown of the $690 mllion of

support

is shown bel ow

1995/96 Capital Support Expenditures by
Activity Category

Locally Funded
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9%

Overhead
19%
State Program
Owner Operator

9%

Projects
63%

December 1, 1998

capita

C. Relationship of Capital Support to Capital Qutlay

Per haps the nost inportant and sensitive of al

support neasures is the ratio of capital
This is Performance Measure #2 in the Report to the
This relationship for each year fromFY 1988/89 to
This shows a three-way breakdown of
out | ay

out | ay.

Legi sl ature.
1995/ 96 is shown bel ow.
support and overall relationship to capital
The data for both capital support and capital outlay
Capi tal support

capita
dol | ars.

excl ude expenditures on |ocally-funded projects.

al so excl udes owner-operator services.

the capita

support to capita
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Capital Support Expenditures as Percentage of Capital Expenditures
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Target: Based on recent trends and Project Managenent
| nprovenent efforts, the Project Managenent Programis
recommendi ng a goal of 33%

It is inportant to note that the capital support and capital
outl ay expenditures represent different sets of projects at
different tines. Most capital support effort is expended on
projects to be awarded in the future. Simlarly, capital outlay
is expended for projects devel oped in the past.

D. Quality Measure

Performance Measure #3 was proposed as a quality neasure, to
rate the final product at acceptance. Wile nmeasuring quality
will introduce subjectivity, conplete nmeasurenent nust include
quality along with time and cost. This wll entail devel opnent
of a custoner or stakehol der survey and a rating system The
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recent Peer Review Teamrecomended a standardi zed process for
capturing custoner satisfaction. W are pursuing assistance from
the Survey Research Center at California State University, Chico
in using focus groups to develop and test an instrunent to
measure customer satisfaction. The goal will be to conplete

devel opment of an instrunment by the end of the fiscal year so
that it can be used in FY 1997/ 98.

E. Tine Gowh Measures

Perfornmance Measures 4 and 5 neasure the Departnent’s
success in conpleting the design of programed projects within or
ahead of schedule. PM #4 neasures the nunber of progranmed
projects that are ready to list; PM#5 neasures the dollar val ue.
G aphs for these two neasures for recent years are shown bel ow

Projects Delivered / Projects Programmed
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The performance neasures for FY 1994/95 are notably | ower
than the other years shown. The principal reason for this was
that there was not sufficient funding available for the STIP
SHOPP and TSM as programmed. Recognition of this led to the
adoption of the eighteen nonth 1995 All ocation Plan extendi ng
fromJanuary 1995 to June 1996. Oher factors contributing to
the 1994/ 95 di screpancy were the CTC revising the reporting
met hodol ogy to segregate programmed projects from energency and
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seismc retrofit projects, and the need to deliver energency

st orm damage projects caused by the January and March 1995
storms. However, 1994/95 delivery utilized all available funding
and $56 mllion of projects were placed on the shelf.

Targets: The above data suggest that the Departnent has had
sonmewhat nore success delivering programred doll ars than
projects, and that slightly different goals m ght apply. The
data suggest that in nore normal years, not skewed by seismc or
unusual nunbers of enmergency projects, 90% project delivery is
possi bl e and 100% or nore dollar delivery is possible.

Therefore, the Project Managenent Program recommends goal s of at
| east 90% for PM #4 and at | east 100% for PM #5.

Perf ormance Measure #6 measures contract time during
construction, excluding weather days, as a percentage of original
allotted days at tine of award. Recent performance for this
measure i s shown bel ow.

Days Worked / Days Allotted
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Target: \While a goal of not greater than 100% m ght be the
i deal state, actual experience would indicate that this is not
realistic. A goal of not greater than 110% w th conti nuous
i nprovenent is recomended.

F. Capital Cost G owh Measures
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Performance Measures 7, 8 and 9 address capital cost growh
during project devel opnent and construction. PM #7 neasures the
Department’ s success in delivering projects within their
programmed anmount by expressing the award cost of programred
projects as a percentage of the anmount programmed for those
proj ects.

Currently avail able data is not reliable or accurate to
track this nmeasure historically. To correct this requires
resolving the project identifier issue and developing a solid
process for maintaining a continuing project inventory and
tracki ng project costs across splits and conbines. The current
Single Project ldentifier (SPlI) Task Force is seeking approval of
its recommendation to establish a SPI system This systemw ||
provide the ability to initiate projects and track their identity
as they either split into nultiple projects or conbine, establish
rel ati onshi ps between projects and their funding in programm ng
docunents and expendi ture authorizations in TRAMS, and report
summari zed project financial data. The goal is to have this
avai |l abl e by July 1997.

Performance Measures 8 and 9 neasure capital cost growth
during construction. PM #8 neasures the proposed final estimte
(PFE) for projects conpleted in a particular year as a percentage
of award allotnent value of those projects. PM#9 neasures the
final estimate for projects finalized in a particular year as a
percentage of the PFE of those projects. Performance for recent
fiscal years is shown bel ow
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Proposed Final Estimate / Award Allotment
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Data for both of theses neasures exclude projects with
m ssing original allotnment or PFE val ue.

Targets: Based on the above perfornance, goals of not
greater than 100% are recomended for both PMs 8 and 9. However,



December 1, 1998

the primary factor in PM#9 is cost of clains which is not
predi ct abl e.

G Capital Delivery Measure
Perf ormance Measure #10 was proposed to neasure the dollar

val ue of state program Construction and R ght of Way capital
encunbered in the current fiscal year, as a percentage of funds

available. It was intended to be a neasure of capital delivery
and to coincide with information supplied to the California
Transportation Conm ssion on delivery. Instead, it is nore a

measure of using available funding. PM#5 has been supplied to
the CTC as a delivery neasure. Supplying PM #10 along with PM #5
woul d be confusing, and conpiling reliable data presents sone
difficulties. Therefore, this neasure has not been devel oped.

H. Support Cost Measures

Performance Measures 11 and 12 neasure total support cost
for programmed projects during project devel opnent and
construction respectively. PM #11 neasures Project Devel opnent
and R ght of Way work (Phases O, 1 & 2) for projects awarded in
the fiscal year, as a percentage of the total Project Devel opnent
support cost programred for those projects. PM#12 neasures
Construction support work (Phase 3) for projects with PFE in the
fiscal year, as a percentage of the total Construction support
cost programed for those projects. There are no baseline data
for these performance neasures since there has been no systemto
track project splits and conbi nes.

1. SUMVARY OF CAPI TAL SUPPORT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

PM # Description Target 1995/96
Achievement

1 Capital Support in Context None Info Only
2 Support / Capital < 33% 34%
3 Quality TBD Not available
4 Project Delivery (#) > 90% 96%
5 |Project Delivery (3$) > 100% 118%
6 Days Worked/Days Allotted <110% 111%
7 | Award $ / Programmed $ < 100% Not Available
8 |PFE$/ Award $ < 100% 101%
9 |FE$/PFES$ < 100% 103%
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10 | Capital Delivery Eliminated
11 | Act. PjD Supp $ 7/ Prog PjD Supp $ Not Available
12 | Act. Const Supp $ 7/ Prog Const Supp $ Not Available

[11. RELATIONSH P OF PROGRAM PERFORVANCE MEASURES TO
DEPARTMENTAL PERFORMANCE MEASURES

During the process of devel opi ng corporate performance
measures, it was decided that Caltrans’ progranms woul d supply
indicators to the departnental neasures. The Project Managenent
Program provided five indicators for the corporate perfornmance
measure Project Delivery. Two of these indicators are supplied
directly by program performance neasures; one i s a new measure;
one is nmultiplicative conposite of three program neasures; and
one is a weighted average of two program neasures. This is
summari zed bel ow.
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Departnmental Performance Measure - Project Delivery

Corporate Indicator Capital Support Measure
Quality COS PM #3--Rate Final Product
Time Growth New measure:

No. of projects completed
No. of projects scheduled for completion

Capital Cost Growth PM#7 X PM #8 X PM #9
Or:

$Awd  $RFE  $FE  $FE
$Prog X$Awd X$PFE ~ $Prog

Capital Delivery COS PM #5:

$Value of projects delivered
$Value of projects programmed

Support Cost Weighted avg. of PM #11 and PM #12
Or:

(Act Proj Dev Supp + Const Supp Costs)
(Progr Proj Dev Supp + Const Supp Costs)

Data used in the devel opnent of program Performance Measures
1 and 2 will be used by Corporate Adm nistration to supply
i ndicators for the corporate performnce neasure Managi ng
Resour ces.

A, Quality Indicator

As stated previously, the survey and rating system
envisioned for this nmeasure will be developed in the latter half
of this fiscal year.

B. Tinme Gowh Indicator

A new neasure is proposed to supply this indicator. This
indicator will measure the nunber of projects schedul ed for
conpletion that were conpleted in the fiscal year or earlier, as
a percentage of the total nunber of projects schedul ed for
conpletion in the fiscal year. This wll measure the
Departnent’s ability to conplete projects on or ahead of
schedule. There is no baseline data for this. A baseline for FY
1997/98 wi Il be devel oped by February 1997, and reporting wll
begin FY 1997/ 98.
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The target or goal for this indicator should be at |east
100%

C. Capital Cost Gowth Indicator

As shown above, this indicator will be a conposite index
formed by multiplying PMs 7, 8 and 9 resulting in an index that
approximates final estimates to original programed anmobunts. It
wi |l nmeasure the Departnment’s overall success in delivering
projects within budget over the entire project life cycle. Since
there is no reliable historical date for PM#7, this index cannot
be conputed currently.

It is inportant to enphasize that this is an index only
since it involves different sets of projects for each conponent
measure. However, over time, it can becone an effective
conparative neasure of overall performance of estimating,
progranmm ng and budgeti ng.

The target or goal for this indicator should be not greater
than 100%

D. Capital Delivery Indicator

As di scussed previously, Performance Measure #5 is reported
to the CTC as the neasure of capital delivery. This neasures the
dol | ar value of projects delivered to the value of projects
programmed. O, put in other ternms, it neasures the Departnent’s
performance in conpleting the design of progranmed projects
within or ahead of schedule. Below are the percentage results
for the follow ng years:

FY 92/ 93 FY 93/ 94 FY 94/ 95 1995 Allo. Plan
105% 110% 73% 118%

The target or goal for this indicator should be at |east
100%

E. Support Cost Indicator

This indicator is a weighted average of Performance
Measures 11 and 12 conbining total support costs over Project
Devel opment, Right of Way and Construction. This nmeasures the
Department’s overall success in keeping total support
expenditures within project support budgets.

As nentioned in the discussion of Performance Measures 11
and 12, data for this indicator is dependent on a systemto track
project costs across splits and conbi nes.
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Simlar to the Capital Cost G owh Indicator, it should be
enphasi zed that two different sets of projects are involved in
t he conponent neasures. This can al so be an effective
conparative neasure over tinme as well as a neasurenent for
conti nuous i nprovenent.

The target for this indicator should be not greater than
100% but data will have to be provided to support this.
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